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By letter 8/3/56, Olney answer 

which had been referred to him by the White ®? lUS ®* 




-VL ^ 

- ^ Memorandum from Warreo^Olney III 

received night of 8/7/56, iorws 

i addressed to the White House L ,_ 

7/10/56, and a copy of -*r. -Clney^m-repiy • 

^—referring to the Weinberger kidnaping, 

I complains about the "tragic mishandling of the case by thej p +a®tT“ Wr' 
andpossibly by the police." Her letter was also signed by three 

of her neighbors. 

HHl etter’.k^ 
Explained 

the difference between the jurisdiction, of the Federal investi- 
agencies and the state and local investigative agencies, 

Eso between the jurisdiction of the Federal courts and state 
courts in the trial of criminal offenses. Olney states the FBI 
I has authority to investigate violations of certain Federal laws. 

It does not have jurisdiction to investigate crimes, however^ 

I reoulsive that violate state law only. Olney states the FBI 
investigates with a view of eventual prosecution in Federal court 
fed oefefefevlsfefetes . c.s. .or state court, .blob Is the business 
of the local investigative agencies. Olney says if the FBI were x 
to do otherwise it would not only be usurping ' 

authority of law but would necessarily impede the proper state ^ 

agencies. 

Olnev’s letter says often a crime may be committed ,T 

under circumstances which make it perfectly . P lai “ of^hether : 

has been violated, while at the same the T ^ is ?he case Jith 

Federal law has been violated is not clear. That is the caseiuo 

respect to the Weinberger kidnaping. Olney **** eif^Tnal^aws of H 
Ithe slightest doubt from the beginning that the criminal laws ol ^ 
fee tfefefe? »e. York had been violated, but there .as and .till. 



NC 



Ith 

b e r. 1 eri^ = ,, "el?“n“ a tTih'.i^rKie^I ET L^en violated. 
That Federal law has not been violated by the kidnaper unless 
ltol **ild has Sen taken across state lines or some instrumentality 
lof interstate commerce has been used in making a demand for ' 

? r fee fefes use” or so»e other clrcuastance not no. In evidence^ ; 
(appears which will give the Federal courts jurisdicti . 



cc: 



1 - Mr. Nichols 




* 8 AUG 



& 3 



SEXT DIRECTOR 



r |NDEr.:D-5^ 
RECORuED-H 

INDEXED-U 



ji J 2& 



1 



m 15 1956 



b7C 







mr>v mm n< ' 



Memorandum ior lr.Jtosen — — — II— — " ' — — ' t . - 

* _ . . , 

~ — Olney 's letter states lor these reasonii t be * BI did H-.. ;.T 

not investigate as soon as the abduction was discbVered. From 
the outset the FBI established close contact with the police and 
offered every aid that could be given, but that the FBI did not 
and under the lav could not take over frost the police the primary 
responsibility for the conduct of the_investigatlon. _ • • - * 

Olney points out that* the action^o^th^nMspapers - 
and the police, which are the subject of complaint, 

occurred during the first seven days following the kidnaping when 
the responsibility was exclusively that of the Nassau County Police. 

Ho points out that at the end of 6even days the situation changed 
both legally and practically and the FBI formally entered the blC 

investigation under the presumptive clause. Olnej^^^^^^tl^^the 
kind of publicity and official action about which V' 
complained immediately stopped. 



Olney’s letter reiterated that he wanted 
and her friends who signed the letter assured that 
Government and the FBI in particular had no control over the course 
of the investigation or the publicity during the first week after 
the kidnaping. Olney 6aid the failure of the FBI to enter the 
case during that period was not due to any callous indifference 
hut was based on the best Judgment of the FBI in the light of 
existing law. Olney states that it would be inappropriate for 
’him as a Federal official to comment on the actions of state 
or county investigative agencies. 
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